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PRELIMINARY REMARKS

F there be one set of men more than another to whom the
undying gratitude of mankind is pre-eminently due, it is that
illustrious band of thinkers in France, Italy, Great Britain, and
Spain, who during the last century founded the Science now usually
called Economics, and brought about that great revolution in
opinion which, after a long and arduous struggle, finally established
the doctrines of Free Trade in this country. Lord Macaulay
observes that the two greatest and most salutary social revolutions
which have taken place in England, were those which in the
thirteenth century put an end to the tyranny of nation over nation,
and which, some generations later, put an end to the property of
man in man ; but to these may be added a third—not less great, and
not less salutary than the other two—that great revolution in the
ideas of the age, which abolished for ever the property of one set
of men in the industry of others.

But however deep the gratitude which is due to these immortal
thinkers, and however warmly we may acknowledge it, it is given to
no men, however illustrious, to arrest the progress of thought, and
to impose limits upon science. It is the sacred duty of those in
succeeding generations who would aspire to walk in their steps, to
sift and examine their doctrines by the light of further experience,
even as they examined the doctrines of their predecessoré, and to
aarry on the science from where they left it.

It has thus happened that nearly every science has undergone a
complete transformation from the mode in which it was conceived
by its founders, and there is besides in every science a certain stage
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at which it becomes necessary to introduce more powerful and
refined methods of investigation, more comprehensive forms of
expression, and more minute and exact observations.

Highly as we may esteem the great Economists of this and other
countries, it is essential to remember the character of the great
Economical contests up to the present time. They have been
almost entirely destructive. ‘The first Economists found the public
mind and the administration infected with an immense mass of
rooted prejudices, errors, and abuses. Their first efforts were,
therefore, naturally directed to sweep these away; to beat down
and abolish false doctrines of all sorts; to extirpate bad and
mischievous laws interfering with the natural order of things;
to abolish legislative interference with wages, with prices, with the
interest of money, and with the commercial intercourse of nations;
to establish, in fact, freedom of contract and exchange. And in
this Economists of all nations are agreed.

The repeal of the Corn and Navigation Laws in England may be
regarded as the consummation of the destructive era of Economical
Science in this country. We have now ‘arrived at a new and
distinct phase of the Science; that, in fact, at which the period
of destruction has ended, and that of construction has come.

With that great practical work before them, which it required
three-quarters of a century to accomplish in this country, it is not
very surprising that Economists have not hitherto given any very
close attention to settle the exact foundations of the Science. The
early treatises are filled with long controversies and discussions,
which, though indispensably necessary at that time, may now be
dismissed in a few lines.

But while Economists of all schools are agreed on what was the
destructive portion of their Science, when we come to the positive,
or constructive, Science, this agreement is at an end. Nothing can
be more lamentable or astonishing than the differences of doctrine
and the antagonism of Economists on almost every point in the
Science, so as to create a widely-spread impression that there is no
such intelligible Science at all as Economics.
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It is well known that each of the physical sciences which have
attained such magnitude and extent in modern times, and which
have produced such admirable results, have been brought to their
present state of perfection by extraordinary labour having been
bestowed in ascertaining and settling their first elements, namely,
their definitions and axioms, or accurate conceptions and expressions
of the objects they treat about, and the general laws which regulate
their relations to each other. ’

But it has not always been so. These wonderful sciences were
once in a very different state. The modern plan of teaching a
science only in its existing state, no doubt imparts a vast amount of
actual knowledge. But as a mental discipline, or as a matter of
education, the History of Science is of enormous value, and, we
venture to say, is far too much neglected.

Many persons can acquire a considerable amount of actual know-
ledge, and yet derive but little benefit from it. But to study the
History of Ideas on the subject, to understand clearly the principles
of the different controversies which have been waged, to com-
prehend why one set of ideas prevailed over another, is an
educational exercise of immense utility, which is almost entirely
aeglected. Few persons are aware of the wrecks of the fierce
controversies which lie buried beneath the calm and placid surface
of modern Science, like those of mighty armaments beneath the
summer sea.

Many persons are apt to think that controversies in Economics
are mere logomachy, vain and unprofitable disputes about words,
and of no real consequence. They are apt to think that the
Physical Sciences treat about things, and Economics only about
words, but those who think so display a total want of knowledge of
the History of Science. The early history of all sciences is full of
controversies about the meaning of words. Many may think that
Physical Science being about things, there is no difficulty in giving a
name to what is seen so readily. This is a lamentable error. On
the contrary, it almost invariably happens that names get into a
science, and acquire a position in it, before anyone can give an
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exact definition of their meaning. Thus the words Momentum, Vis
Viva, Unsform Force, Accelerating Foree, and several others acquired
a position in Mechanics before anyone could tell what they really
meant, and all the philosophical world of the day was engaged in
the wordy war to settle their meaning, and obtain true definitions :
consequently, it is an entire error to suppose that controversies in
Physical Science are not about words. On the contrary, it was in
the true definitions of words that the whole foundations of the
sciences were laid, and it was just because all the great mathema-
ticians of the day so thoroughly understood the supreme importance
of ascertaining the true meaning of words, and fought out the
meaning of each separate term with such perseverance, that they at
length arrived at such an unanimity of agreement, and these contro-
versies have now been almost forgotten. There was a time, then,
when what are called the exact sciences had not attained that rank.
They were once matters of gginion, and not of demonstration, and
they only attained the rank of demonstrative truth, because each
separate word and each separate principle was thoroughly discussed
and settled.

And why has Economics not yet attained the same rank as
Mechanics as an exact Science? Because the same care has never
yet been given to settle its definitions and axioms. Economics is
now like Mechanics in its early stages, overrun and infested with
words whose meaning has never yet been settled on certain prin-
ciples, and which are never almost used by any two writers in the
same sense—nay, even none of the most popular writers are con-
sistent with themselves. The men who have cultivated Economics
are probably of as great natural ability as those who have cultivated
Physical Science, of course with the exception of a few unapproach-
able examples. Why, then, have they not come to the same
unanimity of opinion as their brethren? The simple reason is that
they have not adopted the only means which could by any possi-
bility ensure success, namely, a thorough discussion and settlement
of the meaning of words. Nay, they have systematically despised
it. Now what the words Momentum, Vis Viva, &c., were to
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Mechanics in its early stages, that Wealth, Value, Currency, Credst,
Capital, &c., are at the present day to Economics.

And it is for this very reason that many suppose that Economics
cannot be made an exact Science; because the only means by which
it can be made so have been systematically neglected. Many
suppose that there is no need for such a thing: matters will go on
just the same, they think, for all the disputes. But the same may
be said of Physical Science. A man may be an excellent seaman,
and yet be entirely ignorant of the mechanical principles which
govern the progress of his ship. But is there no use in the
Science of Mechanics? So, doubtless, 2 man may be an excellent
practical banker, and a very successful merchant, without any
knowledge of Economics: and yet is there no use in the Science
of Economics?

Now Economics is based upon certain fundamental concepts or
definitions, and axioms or general laws, just as Mechanics is, and
by settling these with as great care as is done in Physical Science,
it may be raised to the rank of an exact Science. And yet there
are writers—of no mean acquirements, too—who entirely discourage
such a course of proceeding; who consider such attempts as
pedantic, and mere waste of time ; who would admit that in every
other branch of human knowledge clear and precise technical terms
are absolutely indispensable; and yet, in Economics alone, think
that there is no need of anything of the sort.

Besides the nature and extent of the Science itself, and the
method of investigation proper to it, the fundamental concepts are

Wealth, Value, Credit, Capital, Production, Consumption, Currency,
Money, Price, and many others. It might naturally have been
expected that, as these terms are means by which discussions
are carried on, Economists would have been agreed upon all
of them.

On the contrary, there is no agrecment among Economists upon
any one of them. They are entirely at variance with each other, not
only as to the nature and extent of the Science, but even as to the
method of investigation proper to it. No Economist has, hitherto,



xiv Preliminary Remarks

attempted to fix the fundamental concepts of Economics on sure
and certain scientific principles, as those of Methanics have been

done. Excellent as are many of their refutations of previous errors,
they have never yet made any attempt to give an exposition of the
facts of the Science to form the foundation of a theory. Now, as
the phenomena of Economics are all produced by the actions of
men, if the same care were taken to ascertain these facts and to
express their relations in the same. accurate and generalised
language as is done with regard to those of Physical Science,
Economics might be made a science as certain as any Physical
Science.

The first thing, then, that is wanted, is to introduce into the
Science the spirit of true Generalisation—the generalisation of its
fundamental concepts, and the generalisation of its axioms or
its general principles, by the acknowledged canons of Inductive
Logic. )

When Galileo began to study Natural Philosophy, he put aside
Mathematics, not thinking that there could be any connection
between the two—a sentiment which appears, too, in Bacon.
Many persons at the present day think that there is no connection
between Economics and Natural Philosophy. They are in just as
great an error as Galileo and Bacon were. Economics is a science
of causes and effects numerically measured, produced by the
properties of men, and its types and standards of reasoning are
to be found in the sciences which treat of the causes and effects
produced by the properties of material substances. In both equally
the Inductive Logic reigns supreme. The same general method of
investigation is common to both, and there is the same hope and
encouragement to expect success that the Athenian orator gave to
his countrymen because their failure arose, not from the nature
of the thing, but from their own errors. So it is with Economics.
The lamentable state in which it is at present does not arise from
the nature of the Science itself, but from its method of treatment.

By paying the same attention as Physicists have done to obtain
true concepts and axioms from feality itself by proper methods, and
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not by arbitrary dogmatism; by proceeding step by step, definition
by definition, axiom by axiom, principle by principle, in due and
proper order; by maintaining a proper unity of conception and
principle from the beginning to the end, it will be found that a
vast and magnificent edifice of Demonstrative science may be
built up. Economics will emerge from the turbid regions of con-
troversy as clear and precise, as sharply defined, and as capable of
being erected into an exact science, as any other whatever ; it will
attain a grandeur, a precision, and a compass never yet thought of.
A new Inductive Science, the connecting link between Physical and
Moral Science, will be created, and a new monument raised to the
everlasting glory of the Monarch of Philosophy.
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CHAPTER 1.

ON THE METHOD OF INVESTIGATION PROPER TO
ECONOMICS.

SocrATES—Bacon—]. B. Sav—]J. S. MiLL.

Bacon proclaims the Doctrine of the Continuity of Science.

1. WHEN the greatest Moral Philosopher of antiquity attempted
to master the Physical Science of his day, he found that it was
a mere chaos of confusion, a mass of baseless dogmatising and vain
speculation. He called off his disciples in blank despair from such
unprofitable labour, and bade them devote themselves to the study
of Moral Science, which was within their comprehension, and to
learn just so much of Natural Science as to know when to sow, and
to reap, and to sail. Nay, he considered those who engaged in such
objects of contemplation as wanting in good sense. He used to
inquire whether such persons thought they already knew enough
of human affairs before they proceeded to such subjects of medita-
tion. He thought that men could never come to a satisfactory
conclusion on such points, because those who most prided themselves
on their knowledge were altogether at variance with each other.
He asked whether those even who studied celestial phenomena, and
discovered the laws which governed all things, fancied they would
be able to produce, at their pleasure, wind, rain, changes of the
seasons, as men who have learnt mechanical arts can produce what
they want. As for himself, he would abandon all such vain
speculations, which could never have any practical utility, and turn
his attention entirely to moral and civil philosophy, and all things
which concerned mankind. Thus Physical and Moral Science were
utterly divorced in ancient times, and for twenty centuries it was
supposed that there was no connection between them.

2. But our Bacon, greatly wiser—and for this he has never
received the thousandth part of the credit that is due to him—had
the marvellous sagacity to perceive that in Natural Science are to be

B2
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found the types and standards of reasoning which are to guide us in
Moral and Political Science. He inculcates the study of Physical
Science, it is true, for its own sake, but not for its own sake only,
but as the foundation of Moral Science. It is his transcendant
merit to have perceived and proclaimed with the voice of a trumpet
the grand doctrine of the continuity of the Sciences. And we must
be the more earnest in defending the just title of Bacon to this
glorious discovery, because the admirers of Auguste Comte have
claimed for him the originality of the idea. But we shall shew
abundantly that Bacon was the true discoverer of the doctrine.
With Physical Science not in a very much better state than it was in
the days of Socrates, Bacon not only did not discountenance it, but
he had the miraculous sagacity to perceive that the way to true and
certain reasoning in Moral Science lay through Physical Science.
He complains bitterly of the mutual damage to the Sciences by their
separation, and the neglect of Natural Philosophy as the great
nursing mother of them all. “And it is a matter of common
discourse of the chain of sciences, how they are linked together, in-
somuch as the Greeks, who had terms at will, have fitted it of a
name of circle-learning. Nevertheless, I that hold it for a great
impediment to the advancement and further invention of knowledge
that particular arts and sciences have been disincorporated from
general knowledge, do not understand one and the same thing,
which Cicero’s discourse and the note and conceit of the Grecians in
their word circle-learning do intend. For I mean not that use which
one science hath of another for ornament or help in practice, as the
orator hath of knowledge of affections for moving, or as military
science may have use of geometry for fortifications ; but I mean it
directly, of that use by way of supply of light and information, which
the particulars and instances of one science do yield and present for
the framing or correcting of the axioms of another science in their
very truth and notions. And therefore that example of oculists and
title lawyers doth come nearer to my conceit than the other two:
for sciences distinguished have a dependence or universal knowledge
to be augmented and rectified by the superior light thereof, as well
as the parts and members of a science have upon the maxims of the
same science, and the mutual light and consent which one part
receiveth from another. . . .. And these are no allusions, bu
direct communities, the same delights of the mind being to be found
not only in music, rhetoric, but in Moral Philosophy, policy, anc
other knowledges, and that obscure in the one which is more
apparent in the other; yea, and that discovered in the one which is
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not found at all in the other; and so one science greatly aiding to
the invention and augmentation of the other. And therefore with-
ouat this intercourse the axioms of the sciences will fall out to be
aeither full nor true.”?!

3. Again, after shewing that one cause of the backward state
of the sciences was the short period during which they had been
studied, he says—* In the second place there presents itself that
cause of great weight in every way, namely, that during those very
ages in which the genius and learning of men have chiefly flourished,
Natural Philosophy obtained the least part of human labour. And
nevertheless this very thing ought to be held to be the great Mother
of Sciences. For all arts and sciences if torn from this root, though
perhaps they may be polished, and made fit for use, yet they will
make no further progress. . . . . And the age during which Natural
Philosophy was seen to flourish in Greece, was but a very brief in-
terval of time, for both in the more ancient times, the seven who
were called the wise men, all except Thales, applied themselves to
Moral Philosophy and civil affairs, and in later times when Socrates
drew down philosophy from heaven to earth, Moral Philosophy
prevailed more and more, and turned the minds of men from the
Philosophy of Nature.”2 So again—*‘ To this it is to be added that
Natural Philosophy, even among those very men, who have nurtured
it, has scarcely ever obtained the whole leisure and employment
of any one, especially in these later times; except perhaps some
instances of a monk in his cell, or a gentleman speculating in his
country house. But the Philosophy of Nature has been made as it
were a passage and a bridge to something else. And so this great
Mother of the Sciences has been with wonderful indignity thrust
down to the office of a handmaid. . . . . Meanwhile let no one
expect much progress in the sciences (especially in the practical
part of them) unless Natural Philosophy be applied to each
individual science, and each particular science be referred again to
Natural Philosophy. Hence it is that astronomy, optics, music,
most of the mechanical arts, medicine itself, and—what one might
more wonder at—MoRrRAL AND PoriTicAL PHILOsOPHY, logical
sciences have scarcely any depth, but only glide over the surface of
a multitude of things, because, after these separate sciences have
been ence distributed and erected, they are no longer nourished by

Natural Philosophy. Therefore it is not the least strange if sciences
make no progress when they are torn from their roots.” 3

Y Valerius Terminus, c. 8. 2 Nov. Org. bk, i. aph. 79.
3 Nov, Org. bk. i. aph. 8o.
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4- So also—*“ And here it may be repeated what was said above,
about the application of Natural Philosophy, and that each separate
science must be referred to that. again, that the sciences may not be
severed and cut off from the trunk. For without this little progress
is to be hoped for.”! And again—* Some, too, may doubt rather
than object, whether we speak of Natural Philosophy only, or that
the other sciences, logic, ethics, politics, are also to be brought to
perfection by the same method. But most assuredly we mean what
we said to apply to them all; and as the common logic which acts
by syllogism affects not only the natural, but all sciences, so also
ours which proceeds by induction, embraces them all. For we form
a history, and tables of discovery of anger, fear, shame, and the like,
also of examples in Politics, so also of affections of the mind, &c.” 2

So again—* Let us now come to that knowledge to which the
oracle of old leads us—namely, the knowledge of ourselves, upon
which, as it touches us the more nearly, the more diligence is to be
bestowed. This knowledge is for men, the aim and the object of all
knowledges, but it is only a portion of Nature. And let this be laid
down as a general rule, that all divisions of sciences be so understood
and applied that they may rather mark and distinguish them, than
separate and divide them, so that we may always avoid a break
of continuity in the sciences. For the contrary mode has made
each separate science barren, empty, and erroneous, since they were
not nourished, supported, and corrected by the common fountain
and aliment.” 3—“ We have laid down that this is the function of
Natural Philosophy, to be the common mother of the sciences.” 4

5. It was, then, the matchless and undivided merit of Bacon to
discover that the same great fundamental principles of reasoning
govern all departments of human knowledge, and that general
principles of Logic govern particular sciences with a higher authority
than belong to these particular sciences. It has long been observed
that the genius of the Platonic Philosophy is essentially Inductive.
Only Plato applied the Inductive method to the ideas of the Moral
world ; Bacon in the first instance to those of the Physical world.
But the genius of the Philosophy of each is identical. The sublime
discovery of Bacon was that Physical Inductive Science must
precede Moral Inductive Science: that Natural Science is the
nursing mother of all science, and that in it are to be found the
types and standards of reasoning to which all other reasoning is to
be referred ; that it is the wadaywyds to lead us to the study of Moral

! Nov. Org. bk. i. aph. 107. 3 Nov. Org. bk. i. aph. 127.
* De Augmentis, lib. i. c. 1. 4 De Augm. lib. iii. c. 4.
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Science. He proclaimed the union between Ideas and Reality,
to which nothing earthly was comparable, which was the sole hope
of attaining true science, and in consequence of the divorce between
them, the whole fabric of human knowledge as then existing was
like some magnificept structure without any foundations.

6. It has indeed been the fashion of some writers, lately,
systematically to depreciate the merits of Bacon, and some almost
seem to go the length of denying him any merit at all, because it
cannot be shown that the Novum Organum had any direct influence
on the progress of physical discovery. He made no discovery
himself, and the progress of physical science would have been just
as great if he had never written. Even if these assertions were
true, it would not in the least diminish the lustre of that work. No
ope can fairly appreciate the merit of that work who is not well
acquainted with the absurdity of the grounds upon which the
established opinions of his day rested. Bacon saw through this,
and discovered the weakness of the grounds of the current belief
with a clearness and penetration truly surprising. One reason,:
perhaps, why he may not have received his due share of credit is,
that he overrated the power of his Logic; and supposed that by
its means discoveries could be made, so that almost all minds could
be brought nearly to the same level, and make discoveries as equally
as they could draw circles by compasses. That he entirely failed in
this is true, and it is probable that his failure in that instance has
had some effect in making his real merits less thought of than they
deserve. But he failed in this instance by not observing his own
rules. For he has laid down that the conceptions of a science are
to be framed with exactly the same care as the axioms, or general
principles. And he fell into exactly the same error himself as he
charged upon the Aristotelians, namely, considering Logic as an
instrument of discovery. Whereas the fundamental conception of
Logic is not the science of discovering truth, but the science of
Judging whether or not certain alleged discoveries are true. Logic
is the science of Judgment, and not an art of discovery, nor even an
art of reasoning. The faculty of proposing notions, or ideas, or
laws, or reasons, belongs to the /magination or the Invention; but
all these ideas, conceptions, or laws, must be submitted to the
tribunal of the Reason, or Logic, before they can be finally admitted
to be true. And it is the province of Logic to discover and apply
the tests which any conception, or axiom, must satisfy before it can
be admitted to be true. Cicero has described once, and for ever,
the true function of Logic.—*/n Adc arte, si modo est hac ars,
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nullum est preceptum quo modo verum inventatur, sed tantum est quo
modo JUDICETUR.”! When, therefore, we separate what falls within
the limits of this conception from what transgresses it; when we
consider that in his day there was not a single science from which he
could draw his observations, there is no candid mind but must be
astonished at his penetration and sagacity in anticipating and
constructing the Science of Sciences. For the Novum Organum is
not the science or the art of discovery, but it is the ZZeory of
Theorszing, or the Theory of Generalization : it is the science and the
art of judging and deciding whether the conceptions and the axioms
of the various sciences are true. Bacon did something far higher
than creating any single science; he CREATED THE'®SCIENCE OF
CREATING SCIENCES. No one can dispute the merit of ‘Aristotle in
discovering the syllogistic mode of reasoning, nor can blame him
because his injudicious followers pushed it far beyond what he ever
intended. But Aristotle founded his system fnductively - he framed
it by observing what examples of reasoning were acknowledged to
be valid by common consent. Bacon founded his system @ priori,
with no single instance of an Inductive Science in existence. He
made no claim to have created a science, but only to have
proclaimed the only true met/iod by which a science could be created.
And though no doubt additions have been made to Inductive Logic
in modern times, yet the amount of success he achieved is truly
marvellous. By a curious whim of fortune, the chief of the school
of @ priori reasoners founded his system inductively : the chief of
the school of Inductive Logic founded his system @ priori.

7. And this great discovery, first seen and proclaimed by Bacon,
has been repeatedly enforced by the most eminent men since.
Thus, Newton says that an extension of our knowledge of the laws
of Natural Philosophy would certainly extend our knowledge of the
laws of Moral Philosophy. So Bishop Butler says—*There is much
more exact correspondence between the natural and the moral world
than we are apt to take notice of.” And the most celebrated
metaphysical writers of the last century held the same doctrine.

8. The earliest school of Economists in modern times acknow-
ledged the same principles. Seeing, as is explained in a subsequent
section, the intolerable misery under which their country groaned, a
few righteous and generous philosophers struck out the idea that
there must be some natural science, some principles of eternal truth,
with regard to the social relations of mankind, the violation of which
was the cause of that hideous misery which afflicted their native-

v De Oratore, ii. 38.



Cu L] On the Method of Investigation 9

land. Although .they did not in all respects succeed, and were
somewhat hasty in laying down general principles, so that in fact
they gave their philosophy too much the air of 2 grioréi dogmatism,
they nevertheless acknowledged the doctrine that there is a Natural
Moral Science, whence they were called PHysIoCRATES. But this
doctrine was proclaimed with much more earnestness and effect by
]. B. Say, the French Economist, who however had read Bacon with
such extraordinary carelessness as to say—* The Chancellor Bacon,
who was the first to teach that to understand the processes of Nature
we must consult, not the writings of Aristotle, but Nature herself, by
judicious observations and well-contrived experiments, was entirely
ignorant that the same method was applicable to moral and political
sciences, and that it would obtain the same success in them!!”!
Passing over, however, this extraordinary statement, he says:—“In
Political Economy, as in Physics, and in everything else, men have
made systems before establishing truths; that is, they have published
as truth unfounded conceptions and pure assertions. Afterwards
they applied to this science the methods which have contributed so
much, since the time of Bacon, to the progress of all the others,
that is, the method of experiment, which essentially consists in not
admitting as true anything of which observation and experience
bave not proved the reality, and as general truths only such
conclusions as naturally flow from them. This entirely excludes
those prejudices and those authorities which in science, as in morals,
i literature, and in government, intrude themselves between
man and the truth.”? Again—*The manner how things are and
how they happen constitute what is called the nafure of things, and
exact observation of the nature of things is the only foundation of
all truth.  Thence spring, too, different kinds of sciences: sciences
which may be called descriptive, which consist in naming and
classifying objects, like Botany and Natural History. Then the
Experimental Sciences, which teach us the reciprocal actions which
things exercise upon each other, or, in other words, the connection
between effects and their causes, such as Physics and Chemistry.
These last require that we should study the very nature of things,
because it is by virtue of their nature that they act and produce
their effects : it is because it is the nature of the sun to be luminous,
and of the moon to be opaque, that when the moon passes before
the sun the latter is eclipsed. A careful analysis sometimes is
coough to inform us of the nature of a thing : sometimes it is only

V Cours d’ beonomie politique, vol. ii. p. 550.
2 Traité & &conomie politique.  Discours Préliminaire, p. 3.
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clearly made known to us by its effects ; and when we cannot devise
experiments on purpose, observation is in every case necessary to
confirm what analysis can teach us.

“These principles which have guided me will assist me to
distinguish two sciences which have been almost always confounded
—Political Economy, whick is an experimental science, and Statistics,
which is only a descriptive science.

“Political Economy, as it is studied at present, is entirely founded
on facts : because the nature of things is a fact, as well as the result
which flows from it. . . . Political Economy is established on
impregnable foundations as soon as its fundamental principles are
rigorous deductions from general undoubted facts.”

9. We have now, we think, offered ample evidence to shew that
the great doctrine discovered and proclaimed by Bacon, that
Physical Science is the true basis of all science, was admitted and
acknowledged to be true by a long line of illustrious men, and
among others by the cultivators of the new science which was rising
into existence—Political Economy. How far they succeeded in
realizing this conception is quite another matter. The great point
was that the principle was admitted, and carried within itself the
method of judging and correcting any special errors that might be
made in any particular science.

Self-contradiction of John Stuart Mill as to the Method
of Investigation proper to Economics.

L—Mill says that the Inductive is the only proper Method
to tnvestigate Economics.

ro. The doctrine, then, that the same spirit of philosophizing is
common to physical and moral science, had now become one of
the recognised dogmas of Philosophy. We need not quote others,
but we may observe that Mill follows exactly the same strain as the
preceding writers. He says—* The backward state of the Moral
Sciences can only be remedied by applying to them the methods of
Physical Science duly extended and generalized.”! And again—
“In scientific investigation, as in all other works of human skill, the
way of attaining the end is seen, as it were instinctively, by superior
minds, in some comparatively simple case, and is then, by judicious
generalization, adapted to the variety of complex casés. We learn
to do a thing in difficult circumstances by attending to the manner
in which we have spontaneously done the same thing in easy ones.

1 Logic, book vi. Table of Contents.
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“This truth is exemplified by the history of the various branches
of knowledge which have successively, in the ascending order of
their complication, assumed the character of sciences, and will
doubtless receive fresh confirmation from those of which the scien-
tific constitution is yet to come, and which are still abandoned to the
uncertainties of vague and popular discussion. Although several
other sciences have emerged from this state, at a comparatively
recent date, none now remain in it, except those which relate to
man himself, the most complex and most difficult subject of study,
on which the human mind can be engaged.

‘“Concerning the Physical nature of man as an organized being—
though there is still much uncertainty and much controversy, which
can only terminate by the general acknowledgment and employment
of stricter rules-of /#duction than are commonly recognized, there is,
however, a considerable body of truths, which all who have attended
to the subject consider to be fully established : nor is there now any
radical imperfection in the method observed in this department of
science, by its most distinguished modern teachers. But the laws of
Mind, and even in a greater degree those of Society, are so far from
having attained a similar state of even partial recognition, that it is
still a controversy whether they are capable of becoming subjects
of science in the strict sense of the term; and among those who
are agreed upon this point, there reigns the most irreconcileable
diversity on almost every other. Here, therefore, if anywhere, the
principles laid down in the preceding Books may be expected to be
useful.

“If on matters so much the most important with which the
human intellect can occupy itself, a more general agreement is ever
to exist among thinkers ; if what has been pronounced the ‘proper
study of mankind,’ is not destined to remain the only subject which
philosophy cannot succeed in rescuing from empiricism—the same
processes, through which the laws of many simple phenomena have
by general acknowledgment been placed beyond dispute, must be
consciously and deliberately applied to these more difficult inquiries.
If there are some subjects on which the results obtained have
finally received the unanimous assent of all who have attended
to the proof, and others on which mankind have not yet been
equally successful; on which the most sagacious minds have
occupied themselves from the earliest date, and have never
succeeded in establishing any considerable body of truths, so as
to be beyond denial or doubt; it is by generalizing the methods
successfully followed in the former inquiries and adapting them
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to the latter, that -we may hope to remove this blot in the face
of Science.”?

11.  In another place Mill has given a more particular exemplifi-
cation of the analogy between Natural and Moral Science—
“ Although the scientific arrangements of organic matter affords as
yet the only complete example of the true principles of rational
classification, whether as to the formation of groups or of series,
these principles are applicable to all cases in which mankind are
called upon to bring the various parts of any extensive subject into
mental co-ordination. They are as much to the point when objects
are to be classed for purposes of art or business as for those of
science. The proper arrangement, for example, of a code of laws,
depends on the same scientific conditions as the classifications in
Natural History, nor could there be a better preparatory discipline
for that important function than the study of the principles of a
natural arrangement, not only in the abstract but in their actual
application to the class of phenomena for which they were first
elaborated, and which are still the best school for learning their
use.”2 And again—*These aberrations in medical theory have
their exact parallel in politics.” 3

12. Here, at last, we might hope that we had attained a solid
foundation. The preceding extracts contain as explicit and distinct
an acknowledgment as it is possible for language to do, that in
Mill’s opinion the Science of Society—of which Political Economy
is one branch—is to be investigated by methods exactly analogous
to those which have already been adopted, and led to such distin-
guished success in Physical Science, and that the only hope of
raising Social Science to the rank of a Demonstrative Science is by
doing so. And when Bacon, Newton, Butler, Locke, J. B. Say,
Herschell, and Mill are unanimous that Economic Science, as one
of the Moral Sciences, is an Inductive Science, we might hope that
the question as to the method of investigation proper to it was
finally set at rest. We might naturally expect that Mill, who at
one time was a disciple of Comte’s, and who on this point so clearly
maintained the same doctrine, would at last exemplify the doctrine
in practice, and give us a treatise on Political Economy, really
framed after the manner of a Physical Science, consciously and
deliberately.

Y Logic, bk. iv. c. 8, §5. 2 Logic, bk. v. c. 6, §5.
3 Logic, bk. vi. ¢. 1.
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IL—Mill says the a priori is the only proper Method to investigate
Economics.

13- What, then, is our astonishment to read :—* With the con-
sideration of the definition of a science is inseparably connected that
of the philosophic method of the science ; the nature of the process
by which its investigations are to be carried on, its truths to be
arrived at.

“Now, in whatever science there are systematic differences of
opinion—which is as much as to say in all the Moral or Mental
Sciences, and in Political Economy among the rest; in whatever
science there exist, among those who have attended to the subject,
what are commonly called differences of principle, as distinguished
from differences of matter of fact, or detail—the cause will be found
to be a difference in their conceptions of the philosophic method of
the sciences.”! Also:—*“In the definition we have attempted to
frame of the Science of Political Economy, we have characterised it
as assentially an adstract science, and its method as the method 2
griori. Such is undoubtedly its character as it has been understood
and taught by all its most distinguished teachers. It reasons, and
as we contend it must necessarily reason, from assumptions, not from
facts. It is built upon hypotheses, strictly analogous to those which,
under the name of definitions, are the foundations of the other
abstract sciences.” 2 Again :—* This ought not to be denied by the
Political Economist. If he deny it, then, and then only, he places
himself in the wrong. The 2 priori method which is laid to his
charge, as if his employment of it proved his whole science to be
worthless, is, as we shall presently shew, the only method by which
any truth can possibly be attained in any department of the Social
Science !!”3 Also:—*But we go farther than to affirm that the
method @ priori is a legitimate mode of philosophical investigation
in the Moral Sciences—we contend that it is the only mode. We
affirm that the method & posferiori, or that of specific experience, is
altogether inefficacious in these sciences as a means of arriving
at any considerable body of valuable truth; though it admits of
being usually applied in aid of the method & priors, and even forms
an indispensable supplement to it.”4

14. Now, we simply place these extracts before our readers, and
ask—Is it not astonishing that they should proceed from the same
writer, who enjoys a reputation as a logician ?

Y Essays upon some unsettled questions of Political Economy, p. 141.
* [bid. p. 143 3 Ibid. p. 145. 4 Jbid. p. 146.
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‘¢ Can such things be,
And overcome us like a summer’s cloud,
Without our special wonder?”

We shall postpone the consideration of the reasons alleged by
Mill for maintaining this extraordinary doctrine, so plainly contra-
dictory to what he himself had set forth in the previous extracts,
until we have examined his assertion as to a matter of fact. He
asserts that a// the most distinguished Economists have treated it as
an @ priori science. We have already shewn that this assertion is
utterly contrary to fact. J. B. Say, as we have shewn, expressly
declares it to be an experimental science, and says that it is entirely
founded on facts, and so far from sanctioning the & griori method of
treating Political Economy, he expressly condemns those who do so.
He says:—* Other considerations not less delicate relate to what
precedes. Some writers of the eighteenth century, and of the dog-
matic school of Quesnay, as well the English Economists of the
school of David Ricardo, without employing algebraical formule
evidently inapplicable to Political Economy, have wished to intro-
duce into it a kind of reasoning, which as a general rule all sciences
reject, which acknowledge no foundations but experience, I mean
reasoning which rests on abstractions. . . . . When we admit as a
basis, instead of a well-observed fact, a principle which is only
founded on disputation, we are in danger of imitating the schoolmen
of the Middle Ages, who disputed about words instead of discussing
facts, and who proved to be quite beside the truth.”! And he gives
instances where he considers, and in one at least justly, Ricardo and
McCulloch to have fallen into error by adopting this method, and
he dwells on the mischief produced in the Science by adopting this
method. Speaking of Quesnay, he says:—*“Instead of first observing
the nature of things—namely, the way in which things really happen,
classifying observations and educing general principles from them—
they began by laying down abstract generalities, which they called
Axioms, and which they taught were absolutely self-evident. They
then tried to bring particular facts into accord with them, and
deduced rules from them. This entangled them in the defence of
maxims evidently contrary to good sense, and to the experience of
ages.”2 While fully acknowledging their excellence as men, and also
the real services they performed to the State, he says:—‘“But, on the
other hand, the Economists did harm by decrying several useful
maxims, by making it be thought by their sectarian spirit, by the
dogmatic and abstract language of most of their writings, by their

Y Traité dbeonomic politique, p. 15. 2 Ibid. p. 24.
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oracular tone, that all those who employed themselves in such
researches were only dreamers, whose theories, however good they
might seem in books, were inapplicable in practice.”® He then
points out that Adam Smith pursued exactly the opposite method—-
namely, the inductive method of educing principles from facts :—
“When we read Smith as he deserves to be read, we perceive that
there was no Political Economy before him.” Again :—* Before
Smith many true laws had been brought forward. He was the first
to shew why they were true. He did more: he has given the true
method of pointing out errors: he has applied to Political Economy
the new method of treating the Sciences, in not searching out their
principles abstractedly, but in going to facts most constantly ob-
served, to the general laws of which they are a consequence. As
soon as a fact may have a cause, the spirit ofsystem decides that it is
the cause. The analytical spirit wishes to know why such a cause
produces such an effect, and to satisfy itself that it could not have
been produced by any other cause. Smith’s work is a collection of
demonstrations which have raised many propositions to the rank of
undoubted principles, and have plunged a greater number in the
gulf where vague ideas and hypotheses, extravagant imaginations,
struggle a shor